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British Zoophytes : an Introduction to the IJydroida, Actinozoa, and 

Polyzoa found in Great Britain^ Ireland, and the Channel Islands. 

By Arthur S. PE^^fiNGTox, E.L.S., E.R.M.S. L. Pteeve and Co., 

1885. 

Mr. PenxMXGtox’s book is mainly a compilation, and does not claim 
to be anything more. His object has been to supply a manual, 
moderate in size and therefore in price, which should meet the wants 
of students up to a certain point and serve as an introduction to 
more elaborate and costly works. The object is in itself highly 
useful and commendable, and those who are interested in the diffu- 
sion of scientific taste and knowledge will be quite prepared to 
recognize its value. Such books are clearly required not only for 
the student at a certain stage of his education, but also for the very 
considerable and probably increasing class who, without professing 
to take natural history an serteiuv, find in it a fascinating pastime. 
But whilst we fully recognize the value of the work which Mr. 
Pennington has set himself to accomplish, we feel that a question 
may fairly be raised as to the conditions under which it is legiti- 
mate to appropriate and reproduce the fruit of other men’s labours. 
We do not of course mean to imply that there are “ vested rights ” 
in the contributions which the students of science make to the 
common stock of knowledge. If there were no one would care to 
enforce them. The aim of all true science is to win more truth for 
humanity, and the sooner and the more widely it is difihsed when 
it is won the better. But it is one thing to assimilate the results of 
scientific research and to body them forth with the stamp of our 
own individuality upon them, and quite another to transfer them 
without fresh minting and superscription from the pages of fheir 
author to our own. Scientific truth, like all other truth, becomes 
part of the common possession of raaukind, and is free to all as the 
air we breathe ; but the literary form in which it is first presented, 
the dress in which the individuality of its discoverer has clothed it, 
the colourwhichit takes from his mental idiosyncrasy — these, it would 
seem, must be personal property, and are to* be respected as such. 

We venture to think that !Mr. Pennington has transgressed 
in this matter, and that his manual is too largely made up of 
material simply borrowed from others, and not assimilated and 
made his own by any special treatment. The iyisissima verba are 
retained. It is not too much to say that almost the entire frame- 
work of the manual is taken, wholly unaltered, from the works 
of Allman, Hincks, and Gosse. In the case of the Marine Polyzoa, 
and to a large extent of the Ilydroida also, the elaborate 
diagnosis of the families and genera is copied from Mr. Hincks’s 
“Histories,” — not without acknowledgment, it is true, but, it 
seems to us, without due regard for the claims of both the author 
and publisher of these works. We do not wish to press the case 
against Mr, Pennington; probably he has done nothing which has 
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not been done b}’ others before him. jBut a word of eantion seems 
to be needed. We have no doubt that the authors to whom he is 
so largely indebted are animated by no niggard spirit, and will 
rejoice that a larger number may participate in the fruit of their 
labours. We may hope, too, that of those who may be allured by 
Mr. Peunington’s work to the study of natural history, not a few 
will be led on to the original sources from which he has drawn, 
Xone the less, however, is it right that the line should be clearly 
drawn between the two very distinct kinds of compilation — that 
which is an exposition of the work of others, informed and vivified 
by the spirit of tlie compiler and adapted by him to his special pur- 
pose, and that which is in great measure mere wholesale appropria- 
tion. The latter, unless it be with the concurrence of the author 
whose interests are involved, cannot be accounted legitimate. 

With this caveat it may be admitted that Mr. PenningtoiPs 
manual ma}" prove a useful guide to those who desire to collect 
and study the British species of Coelenterata and Polyzoa. but are 
unable to command the large and necessarily costly books to whieli 
we have referred. At the same time its value to the student, so 
far as the Polyzoa are concerned, is considerably reduced by the very 
imperfect diagnosis given of many of the species. Indeed in a large 
number of cases there is nothing worthy of the name of a diagnosis, 
a few particulars loosely and vaguely stated, or a fancied resemblance 
to some familar object, doing duty for the minute and precise account 
of the morphological characters which (in this class especially) is 
essential to sure identification. This may give a more ‘‘popular^’ 
character to the book, but it must necessarily aftect both its scien- 
tific value and its practical utility. A great change has passed over 
the systematic treatment of the Polyzoa within very recent times, 
and the meagre and indefinite descriptions which the earlier natu- 
ralists have left us (with a few illustrious exceptions), and which 
were still general till within the last few years, are no longer ac- 
cepted as sufficient. The evolutionary movement has rendered new 
methods necessary, and as a result we have now much greater pre- 
cision and fulness in diagnosis, and consequently much more certain 
identification and much surer data for the study of varietal forms. 
We should regret to see a return to the old ways even in ele- 
mentary works. It is only fair to add that, to a large extent, Mr. 
Pennington must have been hampered by the conditions iinder 
which his manual has been prepared. It would have been diffi- 
cult to do full justice to his subject within the limits prescribed for 
him. 

Objection may fairly be taken to the title of the work, on the 
ground that it is likely to perpetuate a false idea of the relationship 
existing between the tribes embraced under it ; these, though in 
part referable to distinct divisions of the animal kingdom and 
widely different in structure, are blended in a single group under a 
common name. We cannot admit the force of Mr. Pennington s 
plea for the eourse which he has adopted. The fact that some of the 
Polyzoa “ are as much plant-like in appearance as the Hydroids 
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is hardly a reason for retaining a term whicli suggests superficial 
resemblance only, as if that ^yas the important point ; it is rather 
a reason for discarding it altogether. Wo believe that it would 
have been wiser not to sacrifice strict scientific accuracy even for 
the sake of a convenient and taking title. 

A useful feature of the present work, which merits com- 
mendation, is the condensed, but carefully compiled, account of 
the structural plan which characterizes the leading groups. This 
is quite sufficient for its purpose, without being burdened with 
detail, and will give the student in each case a clear general concep- 
tion of the form of life which he is about to investigate. There is 
also a sketch of the classification, in which due account is taken of 
the later views. In the case of the Polyzoa the system proposed by 
Mr. Hincks in his ‘ History ’ of the British marine forms is adopted ; 
but it is to bo regretted that the author has not explained and em- 
phasized the cardinal j)rinciple on which it rests. The only reference 
to the subject which we have noticed is to be found in the casual 
remark that the appearance and arrangement of the zooecia” are 
“ important elements in classification,'^ which certainl3^ throws no 
light on the distinction between the new method and the old. 

There are special difficulties in the way of framing a natural 
classification of the Polyzoa, and until very recently systematists 
contented themselves with one which was admittedly artificial. The 
suggestive writings of the Swedish zoologist, Prof. Smitt, first indi- 
cated the direction in which the basis of a more philosophical system 
must be sought, and formulated the fruitful principle that it is in 
the zooecial characters rather than in the zoarial — in the essential 
characters of the cell rather than in the mode of aggregation and 
habit of growth — that we find the surest clue to natural affinity. 
The scheme of classification elaborated by Mr. Hincks, and to a largo 
extent accepted by recent students of the class, rests on this fuada- 
mental principle, which has been confirmed by many new observa- 
tions, and especially by the evidence obtained of the instability of 
zoarial habit and the way in which the most marked forms of it are 
associated indifferently with this or that zooecial type. Pew probably 
would venture to contend that we have yet reached a complete solu- 
tion of the problem ; but as little can it be questioned that a very 
considerable advance has been made towards it, and that an immense 
gain has been realized in the general abandonment of the purely 
artificial system. In the interest of the student we think that Mr. 
Pennington would have done well to refer to this very important 
branch of his subject. 

In the account of the species under the several divisions the dry- 
ness of mere diagnosis has been relieved by the introduction of many 
interesting passages from the writings of Ellis, Johnston, Gosse, 
Laudsborough, and others, and the work has thus been rendered 
more attractive to those for whom it was originally designed — the 
young student and the amateur naturalist — though not, we fear, 
without some sacrifice of its value as a scientific guide. The figures 
by Mrs. Pennington are for the most part sufficiently distinctive and 
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will be a valuable aid to identification. The concluding chapter deals 
with the best methods of collecting and preserving specimens, and 
gives within a small compass a considerable amount of useful practical 
information. A short ‘‘ bibliography ” is followed by a ‘‘ Glossary/’ 
in which wo uote several rather serious errors. The “ pal23ocil ” is 
defined as a “ collection of stinging cells ; ” it is really a simple 
tactile organ. The name “polj^pide” is referred to the alimentary 
zooid of the Hydroida, and “ polypite ” to that of the Polyzoa ; the 
reverse would be true. ‘‘ Trophosomo ” is not (as stated) a “ Hy- 
droid colony/’ but the assemblage of nutritive zooids in such a 
colony. “ Operculum ” is defined as a “ protective covering or lid,” 
which no doubt it is, as any dictionary would show. But the student 
wants to know its technical use, and should have been told that it 
is the valve which closes the orifice (oral valve) of the Polyzoa. 
The definition of “ zooid ” as “ an alimentary or reproductive polyp ” 
is much too limited. The avicularium and vibraculum are equally 
zooids. It would have been better to follow Huxley — “ a terra ap- 
plied to the individuals of compound organisms.” 

The peculiar significance of the term “ sporosac” is not indicated 
by calling it a “ sac-shaped gonophore.” It is, in fact, the genera- 
tive sac — the sac in which the generative elements are developed. 

The publication of the present elementary work may be taken as 
an indication of a somewhat widely diffused taste for the study of 
marine zoology, and we trust that it may uot only gratify that taste 
in its own measure and degree, but lead many to desire more than it 
can give them, and to seek a fuller knowledge of the subject at 
other sources. 


MISCELLANEOUS. 

A few TPords in Answer to Mr. Distant's ^M^emarks*^ on the Genus 
Terias. By ARTiirn G. Butler. 

Much as I dislike unnecessary discussion on points which do uot 
possess any “ scientific value,” I must call the attention of lepido- 
pterists to the fact that Mr. Distant, whilst apparently answering 
my statements, has in almost every case avoided the point at issue, 
and therefore has laid himself open to the very charge of “ misrepre- 
sentation ” which he asks me to own to ; this, in the interest of 
science., it is necessary to prove, since it affects the identification not 
of what Mr. Distant calls varieties, but of what he, in common 
with myself, would admit to be representatives of different groups. 

Mr. Distant’s explanation of his Japsns calami., for such I am 
willing to believe it to have been, is ingenious but not admissible : 
that he did not carefully consider his words when he called a species 
(not a “ species ”) a variety, I can well understand ; but that he, in 
a certain sense, believed that the said species was more than a variety, 
is evidenced by the constant use of dubious terms throughout his 
work, such as “new species or variety,’' “this species is of a varietal 


